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RE1VIARK5S 

An Excess Claim Fee Payment Letter is submitted herewith to cover the cost of any 
excess claims added by this Amendment. 

Claims 1 -35 are all the claims presently pending in the application. Claim 26 has been 
amended to more clearly define the invention. Claims 33-35 have been added to claim additional 
features of the claimed invention. Claims 1, 16, 26 and 28 are independent. 

It is noted that the claim amendments are made only for more particularly pointing out the 
invention, and for distinguishing Ae invention over the prior art, narrowing the claims or for 
any statutory requirements of patentability. Further, Applicant specifically states that no 
amendment to any claim herein should be construed as a disclaimer of any interest in or ri^t to 
an equivalent of any element or feature of the amended claim. 

Claims 1-5, 7-9, 12, 15-18, 21-25 and 27-32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Hanson (U.S. Patent No. 6,01 6,336). Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hanson, in view of Polcyn, et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,061,433). Claims 10-11 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hanson, in view of Wu, (U.S. Patent No. 6,173,042). Claims 13-14 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hanson, in view of Csaszar (U.S. Patent No. 
5,970,124). Claims 19 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hanson, in view of Wolf (U.S. Patent No. 5,737,393). Claim 20 stands rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hanson, in view of Juster (U.S. Patent No. 
5,724,406). 

These rejections are respectfully traversed in the following discussion. 
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L THE CLAIMED INVENTION 

Applicant's invention, as disclosed and claimed (e.g., see independent claims I and 16), 
is directed to a method (and system) for personalizing an interactive voice response G VR) system 
to reduce a number of key sequences to reach a desired source of information. The claimed 
method includes storing a caUer profile, accessing the IVR system via a telephone, and retrieving 
the caller profile to construct a personalized IVR dialogue menu and play out the personalized 
IVR dialogue menu via the telephone. The personalized IVR dialogue menu is at least one of 
based on a callo- access pattern and configurable by the caller. 

Importantly, the personalized IVR didggue mMiu includes an qs^sq fSL ebanging the 
personalized IVR dialogue menu . 

Conventional IVR methods/systems may include an option for updating a caller's usage 
history. However, such methods/systems do not include a personalized IVR dialogue menu 
which is pl^^ out via a telephone and includes an option for changing the personalized IVR 
dialogue menu. Such conventional methods/systems, therefore, lack flexibility and 
sophistication. 

The claimed invention, on llie other hand, retrieves a caller profile to construct a 
personalized IVR dialogue menu and play out the personalized IVR dialogue menu iaa the 
telephone. Importantly, the personalized IVR dialogue menu includes an option for changing the 
personalized lYE dialogue msm^ Therefore, the claimed invention is much more sophisticated, 
user friendly and flexible than conventional methods/systems. 
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n. THE PRIOR ART REFERENCES 
A. The Hanson Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Hanson teaches the invention of claims 1-5, 7-9, 12, 15-18, 21- 
25 and 27-32, Applicant submits, however, that there are elements of the claimed inveanition that 
are not taught or suggested by the Hanson reference. 

Hanson discloses an interactive voice response system with call trainable routing. 
Specifically, Hanson discloses using onlx the '' mQgt recent menu" Section made by the caller 
and playing it back to the user (Hanson at Abstract). Hanson also discloses allowing a caller to 
elect whether to update his usage history (Hanson at col. 5, lines 1-7). 

However, Hanson does not teaches or suggests '*said personalized IVR dialogue menu 
comprising an option for changing said personalized IVR dialogue menu*' as recited in claim 1 
and similarly recited in claims 16, 26 and 28. 

As noted above, unlike conventional IVR methods/systems which lack flexibility and 
sophistication (e.g., see Application at Figure 3) , the claimed invention plays out (e.g., via the 
telephone) a personalized IVR dialogue menu which inghijgg gri r%|jjriti. fjrvr ^Wging th^^ 
pe]rSQyiali[2;^(ji JVR dialogue menu (Application at Figures 4 and 6; page 1 1 , lines 17-21). 
Therefore, the claimed invention is much more sophisticated, user friendly and flexible than 
conventional methods/systems. 

Clearly, these novel features are not taught or suggested by Hanson. Indeed, the 
Examiner attempts to rely on col, 5, lines 1-10 of Hanson to support his allegation 
that Hanson teaches a personalized IVR dialogue menu including an option for changing the 
menu, as in the claimed invention. However, the Examiner is clearly incorrect 

Specifically, this passage merely discloses that a caller may elect to have the service 
controller 21 update the caller's usage history, or may elect to retain the previous selection. The 



Received from < 7D3 761 2376 > at 1011/03 4:23:31 PM [Ea^^^^ 



10/81/2083 16:23 703-761-2376 MCGINN & GIBB,PLLC PAGE 15 



Serial No. 09/421,363 13 
Docket No. YOR9I9990349US1 

Ex^iner alleges that "[i]f the caller chooses not to save a usage history, the most recent 
selection (pattern) presented to the caller the next time the caller accesses the IVR will differ 
from a situation where a caller chooses to save a usage history ... If the caller elects to save a 
usage history, the caller has changed the personajdzed IVR dialogue menu" (Office Action at 
page 3, line 19-page 4, line 9). However, this is not necessarily correct. 

Applicant would point out to tte Examiner that the caller cannoj elect to update \ns usage 
his^ In Hanson until after he has finished with the IVR system (Le.. at the end of his call). 
That is, this "election" is afi! included as part of a "personalized main menu". In fact, this 
"election" is not included in any sort of menu at all, but is merely presented to the caller after the 
caller ^ fmished Ae raU. This is completely different fix)m the claimed invention; in which the 
option to change the personalized main menu is actuallv included m Ae personalized main menu . 

Indeed* Hanson teaches that wiien the caller connects to the IVR system, he is merely 
presented with the option of receiving the full-length menu manuscript, or being connected in 
accordance with the caller's most recent previous choice (Hanson at col, 4, lines 1-54). In other 
words, the option initially presented to the caller is alwavs the same (i.e., standard menu or most 
recent call). 

Nowhere does Hanson teach that the caller is given an option at this point to change this 
**menu". For example, Hanson does not present the caller with the option of "I) standard menu, 
2) most recent call, or 3) change menu". Certainly, the caller is not given the option to select "3 " 
to change the menu so that for example, the next time the caller connects to the IVR, the caller 
would be presented with the option "1) extension 31-1, 2) extension 31-4, 3) standard menu, or 
4) change menu'\ 

ThuSj Hanson is completely different than the claimed invention. For example, the 
Application explains that a main menu in a conventional system may include a list of options. 
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such as "for account balance, please press 1 ; for account action, please pteas 2; for rate of return, 
please press 3" (Application at page 10, lines 19-21; Figure 3). Such menus are burdensome 
because the caller often has to go through several steps to get to a desired dialogue path. For 
example, in Figure 3, the caller has to navigate the menu by selecting "2, 2, 2" to get to the 
"Transfer Fund Balance Menu" 304. 

The claimed invention, on the other hand, includes a personalized main menu. For 
example, as illustrated in Figure 4, the caUer may change the menu by adding a shortcut to the 
"Transfer Fund Balance Menu". Thus, the caller can go to the "Transfer Fund Balance Menu" by 
selecting "I" in the personalized main menu 402. This saves the caller considerable time and 
effort (Application at page 12, lines 6-12). 

This is completely different than the Hanson system. Indeed, it is clear that Hanson does 
Mt ev^ tgadb Qi suggest a personalizgd main manu as in the claimed invention, let alone a 
personalized main menu that includes an option for changing the personalized main menu, or a 
personalized main menu v\1iich is configurable by the caller. 

Further, merely electing whether to update the caller's usage history is not necessarily the 
same as changing a personalized IVR dialogue menu. For example, the Examiner should 
consider the situation where the caller in his most recent call, navigates the IVR system by 
selecting "2, 2, 2". If during the caller's previous call he selected "2, 2, 2". then whether the 
caller elects to update his usage history is inrelevant. That is, during his next calL Ag options 
presented to the caller bv the IVR system will be the same regardless of whether the usage history 
is updated to include the latest call. 

Therefore, in this case, the caller is net given the option to change a personalized menu. 
Thus, contrary to the Examiner's allegations, the caller has no control over the menu presented to 
him during his next call to the IVR system. Thus, the Hanson system is completely different 
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from the claimed invention, where the personalized IV£ dialogic menu includes an option for ch 

Therefore, Applicant submits that there are elements of the claimed invention which axe 
not taught or suggested by Hanson. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw this rejection. 

B, The Polcyn Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Hanson would have been combined with Polcyn to fomi the 
invention of claim 6, Applicant submits, however, that these references would not have been 
combined as alleged by the Examiner and even if combined, the combination would not teach or 
suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. 

Polcyn discloses a system in an automated phone system for obtaining data from sources 
other than the calier*s answer to menu queries, and directing incoming calls to preferred 
applications based on a customer's usage (Polcyn at Abstract). 

However^ these references are clearly directed to different matters and solutions and 
would not have been combined as alleged iy Jhg Examiner . Moreover, Applicant respectfiilly 
submits that the Examiner has provided insufficient motivation. for combining the references as 
alleged by the Examiner. 

Hence, given the completely different problems addressed by the references, let alone 
those to which the present invention aims to solve, and given the fundamentally different 
solutions offered by the references to address these disparate problems, there would have been no 
motivation to combine the references, absent impermissible hindsight 

Moreover, neither Hanson, Polcyn, nor any combination thereof teaches or suggests ''said 
personalized IVR dialogue menu comprising an option for changing said personalized IVR 
dialogue meni^' as recited in claim 1 and similarly recited in claitns 16, 26 and 28. 



Received from < 703 761 2376 > at 1011/03 4:23:31 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] 



10/81/2003 16:23 703-761 -237& MCGINN & GIBB,PLLC PAGE. 18 



Serial No, 09/421,363 16. 
Docket No. YOR919990349USI 

As noted above, unlike conventional IVR methods/systems which lack flexibility and 
sophistication (e.g., see Application at Figure 3) , the claimed invention plays out (e.g., via the 
telephone) a personalized IVR dialogue menu which includea an option foy changing the 
personalized IVR dialogue menu (Application at Figures 4 and 6; page 11, lines 17^21). 
Therefore, the claimed invention is much more sophisticated, u$er friendly and flexible Than 
conventional methods/systems. 

Clearly, these novel features are not taught or suggested by Polcyn. Indeed, Polcyn 
does not even address at least one of the problems (e.g., the large amount of phone keys which a 
caller must use to navigate an IVR system) which the claimed invention is intended to address. 

Applicant notes that the Examiner is merely relying on Polcyn as allegedly disclosing a 
shortcut based on a raost-frequently accessed IVR paltem (which Applicant denies). In other 
words, the Examiner has not alleged that Polcyn teaches or suggests a personalized p/R dialogue 
menu wfaidi includes an option for changing the personalized IVR dialogue menu. 

Specifically, nowhere does Polcyn teach or suggest a personalized IVR dialogue menu 
which includes an option for changing the personalized IVR dialogue menu. Indeed, the system 
and method of Polcyn are completely different ftom that of the claimed invention. For example, 
Pslsm only aUgaa flie caUer to go directly t_Q the applications or to listen to the standard menu. 
This is far different from the personalized menu of the present invention. 

Furthermore, any intermediate steps are completely eliminated in Polcyn, which is 
different from the claimed invention where intermediate steps may still be allowed, if the caller 
decides to so construct his/her personalized menu. Hence, Applicant respectfully submits that 
the Examiner is incorrect that combining Hanson and Polcyn would have resulted in the claimed 
invention (e.g., as recited in claim 6). 

Therefore, Applicant submits that these references would not have been combined as 
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aUeged by the Examiner and even if combined, the combination would not tea£:h or suggest each 
and every element of the claimed invention. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw this rejection. 

The Wu Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Hanson would have been combined with Wu to fonn the 
claimed invention of claims 10-11. Applicant submits, however, that these references would not 
have been combined as alleged by the Examiner and even if combined, the combination would 
not teach or suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. 

Wu discloses a system for enabling personal computer access to an IVR system. The 
system displays the IVR menu on a computer so that a user can interact with the IVR via a 
computer (Wu at Abstract). 

Further, these references are clearly directed to different matters and solutions and would 
not have been combined a$ aUeged by the Examiner. Moreover, Applicant respectfully submits 
that the Examiner has provided insufficient motivation for combining the references as alleged 
by the Examiner. 

Hence, given the completely different problems addressed by the references, let alone 
those to which the present invention aims to solve, and given the fundamentally different 
solutions offered by the references to address these disparate problems, there would have been no 
motivation to combine the references, absent impermissible hindsight . 

Moreover, neither Wu, Hanson, nor any combination thereof, teaches or suggests ^'said 
personalized IVR dialogue menu comprising an option for changing said personalized IVR 
dialogue menu'' as recited in claim 1 and similarly recited in claims 16, 26 and 28, 

As noted above, unlike conventional IVR methods/systems which lack flexibility and 
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sopliisticalion (e.g., see Application at Figure 3) , the claimed iiivention includes a personalized 
IVR dialogue gienu which includea aQ oBflOB M chanmng the personalized IVR dialog ue menu 
(Application at Figures 4 and 6; page H, lines 17-21), 

Clearly, this novel feature is not taught or suggested by Wu. Indeed, Wu 
does not even address at least one of the problems (e.g., the large amount of phone keys which a 
caller must use to navigate an IVR system) which the claimed invention is intended to address. 

Applicant notes that the Examiner is merely relying on Wu as allegedly disclosing 
a display to a caller of an IVR menu to reduce a number of key sequences during interactions 
(which Applicant denies). In other words, the Examiner has not alleged that Wu teaches or 
suggests a personalized IVR dialogue menu which includes an option for changing the 
t)ersona1ized IVR dialogue menu . 

hi fact, nowhere does Wu teach or suggest a personalized IVR dialogue menu which 
mcludes an option for changing the personalized IVR dialogue menu. Indeed, the system and 
method of Wu are completely different from that of the claimed invention. For example^ Wu 
merely teaches displaying a standard menu on a computer system and allowing a user to select a 
plurality of destinations that the user wishes to access. 

Further, Wu teaches a personal computer (PC) to display a standard IVR menu, and 
allowing a user to choose one or more destinations on the display. These choices zxe then 
converted into access paths to an IVR system. Hence, menu selection is not personalized in the 
Wu system. Thus, Wu is completely unrelated to the system/method having a personalized menu 
of the present invention. 

Therefore, Applicant submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each 
and every element of the claimed invention. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
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withdraw this rejection. 

D- The Csaszar Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Hanson would have been combined with Csaszar to form the 
clauned invention of claims 13-14. Applicant submits, however, that these references would not 
have been combined as alleged by the Examiner and even if combined, the combination would 
not teach or suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. 

Csaszar .disclo ses a meth_od of directed advertising;. Specifically, thg giethnd nggg a 
database having information which ±e consumer desires to know , a database having attributes of 
the consumer, and a database of advertising messages that an IVR system can deliver to the 
consumer in response to calls placed to the IVR system (Csaszar at Abstract). 

However, C^zar is completely uni^ated xq aa QS, aalgm and is complctelv unrelated 
to fee other refercnces^.Hence, given the completely different fields of the references, there 
would have been no motivation to combine the references, absent impennissible hindsight 

Moreover, neither Csaszar, Hanson, nor any combination thereof, teaches or suggests 
''said personalized IVR dialogue menu comprising an option for changing said personalized JVR 
dialogue menu" as recited in claim 1 and similarly recited in claims 16, 26 and 28. 

Clearly, this novel feature is not taught or suggested by Csaszar. Indeed, Csaszar 
does not even address at least one of the problems (e.g., the large amount of phone keys which a 
caller must use to navigate an IVR system) which the claimed invention is intended to address. 

Applicant notes that the Examiner is merely relying on Csaszar as allegedly disclosing 
inserting an advertisement into the caller's personalized dialogue menu (which Applicant 
denies). In other words, the Examiner has not alleged that Csaszar teaches or suggests g 
pei;soy^alizcd IVR dialogue menu u^ich includes an option for changing the personalized IVR 

dialogue menu . { 

I 
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In fact, nowhere does Csaszar teach or suggest a personalized IVR dialogue menu which 
includes an option for changing the personalized IVR dialogue menu. Indeed, the system and 
method of Csaszar are completely different from that of the claimed invention. In fact, as noted 
above, Csaszar merely discloses a system and method for directed advertising, and is completely 
unrelated to an IVR system. 

Thus. Csaszar fails to teach or suggest a personalized IVR dialogue menij which includes 
an option ^ changing ti[xe personalized IVR dialogue menu, as in the claimed invention. 
Therefore, Csaszar feils to make up for the deficiencies of the Hanson reference. 

Therefore, Applicant submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each 
and every element of the claimed invention. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw this rejectioa 



E. The Wolf Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Hanson would have been combined with Wolf to fonn the 
claimed invention of claims 19 and 26. Applicant submits^ however, that these references would 
not have been combined as alleged by the Examiner and even if combined, the combination 
would not teach or suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. 

Wolf discloses a script based IVR system. In the Wolf system, when a menu is activated 
in response to an incoming call, the activated menu queues appropriate events with a script 
engine for playing a greeting to the telephone line (Wolf at Abstract). 

However, these references are clearly directed to different matters and solutions and 
would not have been combined as alleged by the Examiner. Moreover, Applicant respectfully 
submits that the Examiner has provided insufScient motivation for combining the references as 
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alleged by the Examiner. 

Hence, given the completely different problems addressed by the references, let alone 
those to which the present invention aims to solve, and given the fundamentally different 
solutions offered by the references to address these disparate problems, there would have been no 
motivation to combine the references, absent impennissible hindsight 

Moreover, neither Wolf, Han^n, nor any combination thereof, teaches or suggests ''said 
personalized IVR dialogue menu comprising an option far changing said personalized IVR 
dialogue menu'" as recited in claim 1 and similarly recited in claims 1 6, 26 and 28. 

Clearly, this novel feature is not taught or suggested by Wolf Indeed, Wolf does not 
even address at least one of the problems (e,g., the large amount of phone keys which a caller 
must use to navigate an IVR system) which the claimed invention is intended to address. 

Applicant notes that the Examiner is merely relying on Wolf as allegedly disclosing 
a telephone interfece module and network interface module (which Applicant denies). In other 
words, the Examiner has not alleged that Wolf teaches or suggests a personalized IVR dialogue 
menu whish iafiludes an option fer changing fee personalized IVR dialogue menu. 

Further, Wolf may disclose building and operating a custom IVR menu. However, Wolf 
only discloses building and operating a menu via a computer (Wolf at col. 5, hnes 1 0-15). This 
is clearly shown, for example, in Figure 3 of Wolf, which only shows how a user rnaY use a 
computer to create a menu. 

Thus, nowhere does Wolf teach or suggest a personalized IVR dialogue menu which is 
glayed back via the telephone and includes an option for changing the personalized IVR dialogue 
m^. Therefore, Wolf is completely unrelated to the claimed invention. 

Thus, Wolf fails to teach or suggest a personalized IVR dialogue menu which includes an 
option for changing Ae personalized IVR dialogue menu, as in the claimed invention. Therefore, 
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Wolf fails to make up for the dejEiciencie$ of the Hanson reference. 

Therefore, Applicant submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each 
and every element of the claimed invention. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw this rejection. 

F. The Juster Reference 

The Examiner alleges that Hanson would have been combined with Juster to form the 
claimed invention of claims 19 and 26. Applicant submits, however, that these references would 
not have been combined as alleged by the Examiner and even if combined, the combination 
would not teach or suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. 

Juster discloses a call processing system for providing a variety of messaging services. In 
the Juster system, call processing procedures can be changed or adapted to provide a new or 
different messaging service without rewriting large amounts of software or redesigning the 
messaging system (Juster at Abstract). 

However, these references are clearly directed to different matters and solutions and 
would not have been combined as alleged by the Examiner. Moreover, Applicant respectfully 
submits that the Exaniiner has provided insufficient motivation for combining Uie references as 
alleged by the Examiner. 

Hence, given the completely different problems addressed by the references, let alone 
those to which the present invention aims to solve, and given tiie fundamentally different 
solutions offered by the references to address these disparate problems, there would have been no 
motivation to combine the references, absent impermissible hindsight . 

Moreover, neither Juster, Hanson, nor any combination thereof, teaches or suggests "'said 
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personalized IVR dialogue menu comprising an option for changing said personalized WR 
dialogue menu" as recited in claim 1 and similarly recited in claims 16, 26 and 28. 

Clearly, this novel feature is not taught or suggested by Juster. As noted above, Juster 
merely discloses a system in which call processing procedures can be changed or adapted to 
fiiavide a nejY q£ different messaging; service without rewriting laige amounts of software or 
redesigning the messaging system. Indeed, Juster does not even address at least one of the 
problems (e.g., the large amount of phone keys which a caller must use to navigate an IVR 
system) which the claimed invention is intended to address. 

Applicant notes that the Examiner is merely relying on Juster as allegedly disclosing 
a dialogue handler (which Applicant denies). In other words, the Examiner has not alleged that 
Juster teaches or suggests a personalized IVR dialopuQ menu which includes an option for 
chanang the persnnaliyftH FVR dialogue menu . 

Thus, nowhere does Juster teach or suggest a personalized IVR dialog ue xasau which is 
Ekged back via the telephone and includes an option for changing the personalized rVR dialogue 
mma. Therefore, Juster is completely unrelated to the claimed invention. 

Thus, Juster fails to teach or suggest a personalized IVR dialogue menu which includes 
as fla^ M dianging the personalized IVR dialop iie tnftnii as in tht>. claimed invention. 
Therefore, Juster fails to make up for the deficiencies of the Hanson reference. 

Therefore, Applicant submits that these references would not have been combined as 
alleged by the Examiner and even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each 
and eveiy element of the claimed invention. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw this rejection. 
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m. FORMAL MATTERS AND CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, AppUcant submits that claims 1-35, all the claims presently 
pending in the application, are patentably distinct over the prior art of record and are in condition 
for allowance. The Examiner is respectfully requested to pass the above application to issue at 
the earliest possible time. 

Should the Examiner find the application to be other than in condition for allowance, the 
Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned at the local telephone number listed below to 
discuss any other changes deemed necessary in a telephonic or personal interview . 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any deficiency in fees or to credit any 
overpayment in fees to Assignee's Deposit Account No. 50-0510. C^ji^'^'Sb^. 

Respectfully Submitted, ^^^^^^^ 

Phillip E.Miller, Esq. 
Reg. No. 46,060 

McGino 8i Gibb, PLLC 

8321 Old Courthouse Rd. Suite 200 
Vienna, VA 22182^3817 
(703) 76M100 
Customer No. 21254 



CEB22E1CAIE OF FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Response was filed by facsimile with the United States 
Patent and Trademark OfQce, Examiner Olisa Anwah, Group Art Unit # 2645 at fax number 
(703) 872-9314 this 1* day of October, 2003. 





.Philli;^E. Miller, Esq. 
Reg. No. 46,060 
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